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REMARKS 



By this Amendment, claims 24 and 25 are canceled. Claim 1, 2, 6, 
23 are amended to more clearly recite the patentable limitations contained tl?i< 
% 12, 13, 15-18 and 20-22 remain as originally submitted with the applicatfc: 
27, 2004, As a result, claims 1-23 remain pending in the application. 



7, 10,11,14, 19 and 
ierein. Claims 3-5, 8, 
n filed on January 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



Pursuant to paragraph 1 of the FINAL Office Action mailed on 
1, 12-14 and 22-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipa 
6,621,975 B2 fLaporte et al.) . The Examiner asserts that Laporte et al. 
connection terminal comprising all of the limitations of the rejected claims 
pages 2-3, 



catity] : 



Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Contrary to the 
Laporte et al. do not identically disclose each and every limitation of in< 
and 23. Most particularly, Laporte et al. fails to identically disclose "a 
ports provided in an exterior wall of one of the base and the cover" with 
extending through the exterior wall; 7 as recited in claim 1; OR "a pluralr 
disposed through one of the base panel and the cover paneF 9 with "each 
to receive one of the fiber optic connectors [disposed within the interior 
terminal and a connectorized end of one of the fiber optic drop cables from 
as recited in claim 14; OR "a plurality of connector ports disposed through 
the cap and adapted to receive one of the fiber optic connectors from insid<? 
corresponding connectorized drop cable outside the base" as recited 
optical fibers of the distribution cable are spliced to pigtails provided withijh 
terminal. Similarly, the individual optical fibers of the drop cables are 
the terminal. Pigtails spliced to the distribution cable fibers are 
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Janijiary 27, 2006, claims 
lied by US. Patent No. 
teadhes an optical 

! See Office Action at 



Exarfiiner's assertions, 
dependent claims 1, 14 
phzj kitty of connector 
€ jach connector port 
Ltypf connector ports 
ccpnector port adapted 
from inside the 
'outside the terminal" 
the planar panel of 
the base and the 
pi claim 23- Instead, 
hflhe Laporte et al . 
to pigtails within 
optically connected to respective 



splifced i 
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pigtails spliced to drop cable fibers through conventional fiber optic adapters 48 disposed within 
the interior cavity defined by the base and the cover of the terminal. Furth jnnore, the Laporte et 
al. terminal is positioned over the mid-span access location of the distribution cable. Therefore, 
Laporte et al fail to identically disclose a stub cable (i.e., one of the pigtails?) comprising a 
plurality of optical fibers and having a first end received within a cable stub port (only the 
distribution cable and the drop cables of Laporte et al . are received within qable ports) with fiber 
optic connectors mounted on the ends of the optical fibers and a second en J with the optical 
fibers optically connected to the distribution cable. In the Laporte et al , terminal, each pigtail is 
disposed entirely within the interior cavity and has a single optical fiber ha ving a connector 
mounted upon a first end and a second end optically coupled to a correspoilding optical fiber of 
the distribution cable. Thus, independent claims 1, 14 and 23 are patentab 
depend directly or indirectly from patentable base claim 1, and thus, are likewise allowable for at 
least the same reasons. Claim 22 depends directly or indirectly from patentable base claim 14, 
and thus, is likewise allowable for at least the same reasons. Claim 24 is c jnceled. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the rejection of < iaims 1, 12-14 and 
22-24 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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Pursuant to paragraphs 2-4 of the FINAL Office Action, claims 1- 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable (obvious) over 
5,892,870 (Finder et al l in view of United States Patent Application No. ; 
( Griffioen et aD and other cited references. The Examiner asserts that the 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art given the 
cited references- See Office Action at pages 3-6, 



Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection with respect to independent 
as amended herein. In particular, Pingler et al . discloses fiber optic cable 
cable 360 comprising a plurality of optical fibers connected at a first end 
connector 200 to a plurality of adapters 340. The second end of the multi 



, 14-21 and 25 stand 
United States Patent No. 
:p02/0079697 
claimed invention 
combihed teachings of the 



claims 1 and 14, 
cjpnnector 200 having a 

cable within the 
Jtoer cable 360 is 
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optically connected to a server or other optical equipment within an indoor telecommunications 
closet. The adapters 340 extend through the connector 200 to receive a plurality of fiber optic 
patch cords (i.e., jumpers) 440 to interconnect the server with other pieces «if equipment within 
the telecommunications closet or a building. Griffioen et aL discloses a co:mector comprising a 
plurality of splittable collars for branching one or more buffer tubes from a idistribution cable. 
The Examiner asserts that one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide a mid- 
span access as taught by Griffioen et aL in a cable entering a cable connect^ of the type taught 
by Fingler et al . Applicants respectfully submit that there is no such teachi ig, suggestion or 
motivation provided in the prior art to combine the teaching of the cited references as proposed 
by the Examiner. The Finder et al . cable connector is used to optically cor £ect a plurality of 
pieces of equipment in a building to a common server through a plurality o: (patch cords received 
in adapters mounted on the ends of the optical fibers of a multi-fiber cable (Connected to the 
server. Column 5 9 lines 1-8. Griffioen et al . merely discloses a device for In-anching one or more 
buffer tubes containing optical fibers from a main fiber optic cable. There ijs no teaching, 
suggestion or motivation in the references that would inspire one of ordinal^ $idu to apply the 
teaching of a mid-span access and a branching connector to utilize a cable connector in the 
outside plant environment to interconnect optical fibers of pre-connectorized drop cables with 
optical fibers accessed and removed from a distribution cable. Instead, the Examiner has 
impermissibly applied hindsight with knowledge of the Applicants' own intention to make the 
proposed combination. Thus, Applicants submit that at least independent c(iaims 1 and 14 are 
patentable. Claim 25 is cancelled. The remaining rejected claims depend <3 Erectly or indirectly 
from patentable base claims 1 and 14, are thus, are likewise allowable for a; least the same 
reasons. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to withjdraw the rejections to 
claims 1-11, 14-21 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 
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CONCLUSION 



mdifa 



In view of the foregoing amendments and accompanying remarks, 
request the Examiner to withdraw the rejections to the claims and to reco: 
amended herein- This Request For Continued Examination and Axaendmi 
responsive to the FINAL Office Action and places the application in co: 
allowance- Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to 
Allowability for the pending claims 1-23. Applicants encourage the 
undersigned directly to further the prosecution of any remaining issues, an< 
allowance of the application. This Amendment does not result in more faujb 
claims than paid for previously (i.e^ 3 independent claims and 23 total d 
fee for excess claims is believed to be due. The Examiner is hereby 
due in connection with the filing of this response, including any excess 
Account No. 19-2167. If a fee is required for an extension of time under 
already accounted for, such an extension is requested and the fee should II 
Deposit Account No. 19-2167. Any overpayment should be credited to 
2167. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Christopher C Dremann 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 36,504 
P. O. Box 489 
Hickory, N. C. 28603 
Telephone: 828/901-5904 
Facsimile: 828/901-5206 
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Applicants respectfully 
inkider the application as 
4nt is timely filed, fully 

ion for immediate 
fcsue a Notice of 
Exan|ner to contact the 
thereby expedite 
ependent or total 
lalms). Accordingly, no 
authored to charge any fee 
claims fee, to Deposit 
37 C.F.R. §1,136 not 
likewise be charged to 
sit Account No. 19- 



Depos 



Dated: April 26, 2006 



PAGE 14/14 * RCVD AT 4/26/2006 7:08:06 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR;USPT0-EFXRF-1/18 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:8289015206 * DURATION (mm-ss):04-24 



